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Abstract 
Knowledge Management has become a key instrument for creating, identifying and sharing knowledge assets 
in organizations. Best Practice (BP) is a useful means for organizations to improve knowledge sharing. 
However, low quality of BP documentations can hinder a successful implementation of BPs, since 
practitioners may not be able to correctly and efficiently use them, or even trust them. In this paper, a BP 
Document Template (BPDT) for high quality documentation is presented. The final BPDT is a result of the 
combination of two templates, the first one created based on interviews with knowledge management experts 
and the second one based on a literature review using grounded theory. The final BPDT has been applied in 
three real-life organizations for demonstrating its benefits, drawbacks, completeness, ease of use, and whether 
it also supports both the design of BPs and the evaluation of already designed BPs. The demonstration showed 
promising results but also some drawbacks. The identified drawbacks can be used as input for future research.  
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1. Introduction 
Knowledge sharing between employees and within and across teams is fundamental for successful 
Knowledge Management (KM) and innovation [1]. According to Wang and Noe, research has “shown that 
knowledge sharing and combination is positively related to reductions in production costs, faster 
completion of new product development projects, team performance, firm innovation capabilities, and 
firm performance including sales growth and revenue from new products and services”  [2]. Jashapara also 
emphasize the importance of knowledge sharing in his definition of KM: KM is “the effective learning 
process associated with exploration, exploitation and sharing of human knowledge (tacit and explicit) that 
use appropriate technology and cultural environments to enhance an organization’s intellectual capital and 
performance” [3]. 
Knowledge sharing is the activity where knowledge is made available to others within an 
organization in order to make the organization more effective and efficient [2]. Knowledge sharing 
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may happen via face-to-face interactions, through apprenticeship, via written correspondence or 
documents, by carrying out organizational routines and processes or by applying technologies in which 
knowledge is embedded [4]. One of the most widely used means to share knowledge is via Best 
Practice (BP). A BP can be defined as “the most efficient (least amount of effort) and effective (best 
results) way of accomplishing a task, based on repeatable procedures that have proven themselves over 
time for large numbers of people”, cited from Wikipedia in Graupner et al. [5]. For the past two 
decades, the use of BP to share knowledge has been a popular means to move organizations towards 
higher performance [6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11]. 
There are a number of challenges for the successful application of BPs addressed in BP literature. 
For example, difficulties in creating and identifying BPs [12, 13], difficulties in finding and selecting 
appropriate BPs [14, 15], and difficulties in maintaining the content of the BPs properly [16, 17]. In 
this paper, the focus is on another challenge, the low quality of best practice documents (BPDs). 
The practical problem addressed in this paper is that low quality of BPD impedes the use of BPs. 
Some underlying causes for the low quality of BPD are incomplete, non-clear, redundant, incorrect, 
inconsistent, or irrelevant content. This paper focuses on one aspect of low quality, that is, 
incompleteness. Low quality BPD in the form of incomplete descriptions hinders the success of BP 
application [12, 15, 18, 19]. Examples of such incomplete documentation are lack of descriptions of the 
purpose of the BPs and how to measure the value of knowledge within them [20, 21, 22], lack of 
descriptions of how BPs actually work in organizations [23] and lack of description of how to 
implement BPs [12]. However, how a BP should be documented has not been examined extensively in 
the literature, see Dani et al. [12]. 
The goal of this paper is to design and demonstrate a Best Practice Document Template (BPDT) for 
supporting the creation, use and evaluation of BPDs. The BPDT is a structure for describing BPs in a 
detailed and systematic way. The structure is a set of pre-specified attributes or fields that create 
guidance when creating the BPD. The template can help knowledge engineers to develop high quality 
BPDs before disseminating them. The template can also be used to assess existing BPDs in order to 
enhance them. Furthermore, the template is applicable to any BP documents within all types of 
organizations, therefore, practitioners can apply the template properly in all types of organizations (within 
different business domains, IT- as well as non-IT-related organizations). 
The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents the research methodology followed, in section 
3, by a description of how the BPDT was designed and developed. The demonstration of the BPDT is 
presented in section 4, followed by conclusions in section 5. 
2. Research Methodology 
The overall research approach used in this research is design science. According to Hevner et al. [24], 
design science creates new artifacts for solving practical problems. Moreover, design science is 
characterized by the design of artifacts, such as methods, models, constructs, frameworks, prototypes or IT 
systems, which will be “introduced into the world to make it different, to make it better” [25]. 
The design science research process carried out in this research included five research activities as 
defined by the design science method framework of Johannesson and Perjons [25]. These activities and 
their application are presented below. 
2.1. Explicate problem. 
This first activity in the design science method is to explicate a practical problem that justifies why 
an artifact was designed and developed, in our case, why the artifact BPDT was designed and developed. 
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The practical problem encountered was that low quality of BPD impedes the use of BPs. This problem 
was taken from literature, see for example, [12, 20, 21, 22, 23, 26]. 
2.2. Define requirements 
This second activity is to define requirements on the artifact, in our case, the requirements on the 
BPDT. These requirements can be seen as a transformation of the problem into demands on the 
proposed artifact. We have identified some standard requirements on documentation attributes from 
[24, 25, 26]. These have been the base to define the requirements on the BPDT. 
x Requirement 1 
The BPDT shall consist of a complete set of BP attributes to achieve its defined goal, that is, the BPDT 
shall include all possible BP attributes that are needed to achieve its defined goal. According to research 
literature, the successful application of BPs depends on their complete documentation [15, 18]. 
x Requirement 2 
The BPDT shall be easy to use for practitioners in achieving their goals, that is, users should be able to 
use the artifact to achieve a particular goal easily. According to research literature, a clear documentation 
structure will distill information about a BP into a BPD that is easy to use [13, 18]. 
x Requirement 3 
The BPDT shall support both the design of high quality BPs and the evaluation of already designed 
BPs. This means that the BPDT shall be possible to use when documenting new BPs as well as increase 
the documentation quality of already existing BPs. Researchers have emphasized the need of a structure 
for BPD that facilitates design but can also be used to evaluate already designed BPD [3, 18]. 
2.3. Design and Develop Artifact 
This third activity is to design and develop an artifact that addresses the explicated problem and 
fulfills the defined requirements, in this case design and develop the BPDT. The design and development of 
the final BPDT is described in section 3. 
2.4. Demonstration 
This fourth activity is to use the designed and developed artifact in an illustrative or real-life case, 
sometimes called a “proof of concept”, thereby proving the feasibility of the artifact. The BPDT has 
been applied in three real-life cases. The demonstration and its result are presented in section 4. 
2.5. Evaluation 
This fifth activity is to assess how well the BPDT solves the practical problem while taking into 
account the three previously identified requirements. We have evaluated the final BPDT by conducting 
semi-structured interview with 16 practitioners. However, the result of the evaluation is analyzed in 
Alwazae et al. [26], and, therefore not presented in this paper. 
3. Design of the BPDT 
The third activity in the design science method used is, as mentioned in Section 2, to design and develop 
the artifact. The BPDT was developed by means of two complementary processes, each one resulting in a 
tentative BPDT. These two tentative templates were then merged into the Final BPDT. The research 
steps are described briefly below. 
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3.1. Designing a first tentative BPDT 
A first tentative BPDT was created by first collecting a number of attributes from a basic 
literature review and from our own experience in knowledge management (KM) and enterprise 
modelling. This resulted in a first draft of a BPDT including attributes and categories. The categories 
are called components in the BPDT. Then the first draft of the BPDT was evaluated and refined in five 
refinement phases. In each phase, one or two practitioners or academic experts were asked to evaluate 
and refine the template, and based on their input, attributes were added, deleted or refined. In total, 
interviews were carried out with seven practitioners and academic experts in the area of BP. Purposive 
sampling was applied to select the participants. The research process for the first tentative BPDT is 
described in Alwazae et al. [27]. 
3.2. Designing a second tentative BPDT 
A second tentative BPDT was created based on a literature review, applying grounded theory. The 
research process followed a grounded theory process in five steps described by Wolfswinkel et al. 
[28]. First, articles needed for the grounded theory analysis were gathered in a number of steps. This 
resulted in 31 final articles. In the next step, 272 excerpts from these articles were identified based on the 
research question at hand. These excerpts were used for open axial and selective coding. Using open 
coding, we identified and defined 24 concepts with their supporting excerpts, and with axial coding, we 
grouped the concept into 9  sub-categories. We also defined the concepts and sub-categories. For 
example, the concept adaptability was defined as the degree to which a BP can be easily modified and 
adapted to other situations. The coding revealed that adaptability was found in seventeen articles, 
including [12, 13].  
3.3. Combining the first and second tentative BPDT 
We merged the first tentative BPDT and the second tentative BPDT from the literature study. As 
part of this activity, we identified similar attributes in the first and second tentative BPDT and deleted 
such overlapping attributes. The final BPDT is described in Table 1. 
Table 1. The final BPDT 
Component     BP Attributes 
Summary of BP 1. Title: An identifying name for the BPD 
 2. Summary: A short description of the contents of the BPD 
  
BP 3. Pattern Attributes: Contains problem, solution and context 
Representation 4. Author Contact Information: Information about the authors of the BPD, including, name, address 
and e-mail 
 5. Revision Information: Information about all previous versions of the BPD 
 6. Reviews Information: Information about reviews of the BPD with URLs or other pointers 
  
Requirements 7. Goal: The intended effect of applying the BP 
for Applying 8. Means: The means that are needed for applying the BP, including people and technology 
BP 9. Skills: The skills and competence required of the end-user for applying the BP 
 10. Cost: An estimation of the costs for applying the BP 
 11. Barriers: Obstacles or problems that may occur before, during, and after applying the BP 
 12. Barrier Management: Procedures to follow if certain obstacles or problems are encountered 
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BP Actor 13. Community of Practice: Community of practice that may be interested in using the BP 
 14. Champion: The need and role of a champion for the BP 
 15. Owner: The BP owner or responsible who might be an individual, role, department or organization 
 16. Training Needs: The degree to which a person has to be trained in order to use the BP 
 17. Acceptability: The degree of BP acceptance by domain experts - in general and/or in the 
organization - for resolving the problem addressed by the BP 
   
BP Properties 18. Usability: The degree to which the BP is easy to use 
 19. Comprehensiveness: The degree to which the BP offers a comprehensive and complete view 
of the problem and solution under consideration 
 20. Relevance: The degree to which the problem addressed by the BP is experienced as 
significant by practitioners 
 21. Justification: The degree to which evidence shows that the BP solves the problem 
 22. Prescriptiveness: The degree to which the BP offers a concrete proposal for solving the problem 
 23. Coherence: The degree to which the BP constitutes a coherent unit, i.e., all parts are clearly related 
 24. Consistency: The degree to which the BP is consistent with existing knowledge and vocabulary 
used in the target industry sector or knowledge domain 
 25. Granularity: The degree to which the BPD is appropriately detailed 
 26. Adaptability: The degree to which the BP can be easily modified and adapted to other situations 
 27. Activity: The tasks to be carried out in the BP 
 28. Integration: The degree to which the BP is integrated with other BPs and KM components 
   
BP 29. Demonstration of Success: A case where the BP is successfully demonstrated 
Implementation 30. Installation Time: The time it takes to introduce and implement the BP in an organization 
 31. Application Time: The time it takes to apply the BP in an organization 
 32. Experiences and feedback: Users’ opinions, advices and experiences of the BP 
 33. Measurement: Indicators for measuring the quality and performance of the BP 
4. Demonstration of the BPDT 
In this section, the demonstration of the BPDT is presented. The demonstration was carried out as 
three real-life cases in three real-life organizations. The aim of the demonstration was to show the 
feasibility of the artifact. 
4.1. Research approach for demonstration 
The BPDT was presented to experts in three organizations. One expert from each organization was 
asked to apply the BPDT on two or more BPDs from his/her organization. Then, a semi-structured 
interview was conducted with each of the experts. In the beginning of each interview, the practical 
problem that the BPDT was intended to address was presented. The experts were then asked a number 
of semi-structured questions about the BPDT. Questions were asked about which attributes were not used 
in the organizations’ existing BPDs; which attributes were difficult to apply on existing BPDs and 
why; which attribute were not given any data/value during demonstration and why. Moreover, questions 
were asked about the fulfillments of the requirements; overall opinions and obstacles of applying the 
BPDT; and whether the experts had any improvements of the BPDT to suggest. 
4.2. Description of real-life cases 
In this section, the three real-life cases are described. 
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x First real-life case 
In the first real-life case, two BPDs from an organization were used to demonstrate the BPDT. The 
organization was a global organization within the oil domain. The organization has more than 10 000 
employees, operating in 37 countries. The researchers conducted an interview with a KM consultant within 
the organization that applied the BPDT. The KM consultant was responsible for developing the KM 
strategy and KM solutions. Knowledge sharing in the organization was done through BPs and learning 
sessions. 
x Second real-life case 
In the second real-life case, three BPDs from an organization were used to demonstrate the BPDT. 
The organization was a global organization within the IT domain with more than 1 000 employees 
operating mainly in Europe and Asia. The researchers conducted an interview with a KM consultant 
within the organization that applied the BPDT. The KM consultant was responsible for improving the 
way people communicate, directly or through information technology, and for using BPs for Business 
Process Management. 
x Third real-life case 
In the third real-life case, three BPDs from an organization were used to demonstrate the BPDT. The 
organization was an organization within the IT industry with more than 500 employee operating nationally. 
The researchers conducted an interview with a KM manager within the organization that applied the 
BPDT. The KM manager has expertise in innovation, change management, strategy development, 
business processes improvement and IT consulting. 
4.3. Result of the application 
In this section, the overall result of the demonstration is presented. It is structured according to the 
BPDT requirements presented in section 2. 
x Requirement 1 
The first requirement is that the BPDT shall consist of a complete set of BP attributes to achieve 
its defined goal. Two experts (i.e., real-life cases 2 and 3) confirmed that the BPDT covers all of the 
attributes in their BPDs, and one of them (i.e., real-life case 3) stated “I suppose your template is quit 
full. I think it is the most full template I have seen in my practice”. In real-life case 1, the expert 
added the following attributes to the BPDT from organization’s own BPDs in order to make the BPDT 
more suitable for the organization’s BPDs: project number and name, keywords, effective date, next review 
date, accountable function, accountable discipline, functional areas, sub-functional areas, technology 
platform, research and development platform, applicable process, co-authors and co-contributors. Note 
that all these attributes, which are more concrete and detailed then the ones in BPDT, could be covered 
by other more generic attributes in the BPDT. 
x Requirement 2 
The second requirement is that the BPDT shall be easy to use for practitioners in achieving their 
goals. Two experts (i.e., real-life cases 1 and 3) stated that the description of the attributes is clear and 
straight- forward, and there is no need for reformulation. In real-life case 2, the expert suggested the 
reformulation of the description of the attributes, usability and comprehensiveness, as the reader might not 
see intuitively how to apply them and the user who should document the BP might not be able to 
estimate the comprehensiveness and easiness of use. The three experts were asked to identify which 
attributes from the BPDT were not filled in when applying it to the BPD from their organizations. The 
three experts found, in general, that the unfilled attributes were due to the incomplete and unstructured 
descriptions in their own BPDs. 
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The demonstration showed that all three experts from the three real-life cases manage to apply 14 
attributes in all of their BPDs. These attributes were: title, summary, pattern attributes, revision 
information, author contact information, reviews information, barrier management, owner, justification, 
prescriptiveness, coherence, consistency, adaptability and experiences and feedback. The demonstration 
also showed that 18 of the attributes were very easy to apply in BPDs, according to the three experts, 
that is, the experts did not encounter any difficulties applying them. These attributes were: title, 
summary, pattern attributes, revision information, author contact information, reviews information, 
means, costs, barrier management, owner, relevance, prescriptiveness, consistency, activity, integration, 
installation time, application time and experiences and feedback. 
The expert in real-life case 1 had difficulty applying five of the attributes (i.e., skills, community 
of practice, training needs, acceptability and comprehensiveness) due to lack of information in their 
BPDs. The expert stressed the difficulty to identify and specify data/values for some of the attributes if 
the users do not know for which situation and audience the BP is documented. One such attribute is 
skills. 
The expert in real life case 2 had difficulty applying nine of the attributes (i.e., goal, barriers, 
usability, comprehensiveness, justification, coherence, adaptability, demonstration of success and 
measurement) due to lack of information in their BPDs. The expert emphasized the difficulty of 
specifying the data/values for some attributes because post action feedback was not applied in the 
organization. One such attribute was justification. Another problem was that the documentation of 
data/values for some attributes are rather subjective. 
The expert in real life case 3 had difficulty applying seven attributes (i.e., skills, barriers, champion, 
usability, coherence, granularity and adaptability). These difficulties are related to the lack of 
information in their BPDs. This expert also, as the expert in real-life case 2, emphasized the difficulty 
of documenting data/values for attributes that are rather subjective. 
x Requirement 3 
The third requirement is that the BPDT shall support both the design of high quality BPs and the 
evaluation of already designed BPs. According to the experts from the three real-life cases, the BPDT 
could be used for both these purposes, although the demonstration was mainly used for evaluating already 
existing BPD in order for example to identify missing attributes in theses.  
The demonstration showed that one BP attribute, skills, did not exist in any of the three 
organizations BPDs. However, the expert from real-life case 2 would like to use it in some of their 
BPDs. Also, the attribute, training needs, did not exist in real-life cases 1 and 2. Four other attributes 
(i.e., usability, demonstration of success, installation time and application time) did not occur in two of 
the real-life cases. One expert (i.e., real-life case 2) confirmed the possibility of adding these attributes to 
their BPDs, since they would enhance the application of the BP. 
Finally, the experts were asked to express their overall opinion about applying the BPDT. They 
indicated that it represents a good foundation to structure and articulate BPDs. One expert (i.e. in real-
life case 1) stated “the template gives you a proper structure for what things you have to document, 
and it makes BP a lot easier to use”. They also remarked that the BPDT is relatively straight-forward and 
complete and, therefore, it seems to be useful for any industry.  
The experts provided some concerns about applying the template in full scale: 1) people need to be 
encouraged to fill out 33 elements since it requires some time to do that; 2) the often informal and 
loose structure of existing BPDs makes it difficult to structure the BPDs according to the template; 3) 
there is a need of technical support for applying the BPDT. Two experts suggested the creation of a KM 
tool for applying the BPDT that included clear instructions and examples for its application. 
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5. Conclusions 
In this paper a BPDT is demonstrated in three real-life organizations. In each organization, the 
BPDT has been applied on some number of BPDs. The demonstration showed promising results 
regarding completeness, ease of use and that the template could be used to support the design of new 
BPs as well as to evaluate already existing ones. 
The demonstration have also identified a number of potential drawbacks of the BPDT, or the need 
of additional support when implementing the BPDT: 
x One expert showed that the organization had more concrete attributes than the more generic 
ones presented in the BPDT. This can cause some problem when applying the BPDT. 
x One expert showed that additional activities is needed for using all the attributes, such post action 
feedback. Otherwise the experiences and feedback cannot be documented. 
x Two experts (from two different organizations) claimed that some attributes in the BPDT required 
subjective judgments when adding data for these attributes. This can also cause some problem 
when applying the BPDT. 
x All three experts (from three different organizations) stated that the BPDT consisted of 33 
attributes and it will require some resources and time to add data for all these attributes. 
x All three experts (from three different organizations) also stated that the often loose structure of 
existing BPDs makes is difficult to structure the BPDs according to the template 
x All three experts stated that there is a need of technical support for applying the BPDT, for 
example in the form of a KM tool. 
The potential drawbacks - or the need of additional support when implementing the BPDT - gave 
some suggestion for future research. Methodological support is needed for 1) relating attributes already 
used in an organization to the attributes in the BPDT; 2) supporting the users to add subjective 
judgments for some of the attributes, and 3) customize the BPDT if there is a lack of resources to use 
all 33 attributes when documenting BPs. Another research direction is to develop an IT tool to 
enhance the application of the BPDT.  Moreover, we suggest to demonstrate the BPDT in one 
organization in depth, for example as part of a case study or action research project, and test the 
BPDT’s relevance to the employees’ daily  
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